. We use every survey that included information about workplace restrictions on smoking; this was not included in the 2000 TUS-CPS. We downloaded the data and codebooks from http://www.nber.org/data/current-population-survey-data.html.
2) Time-varying state characteristics State excise taxes are from Orzechowski and Walker (2004) and Campaign for Tobacco Free Kids (2009). We deflate nominal variables to create inflation-adjusted real dollar amounts with the personal consumption expenditures deflator from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (www.bea.gov). State unemployment rates are from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (www.bls.gov). State employment growth rates are based on Bureau of Economic Analysis employment levels (www.bea.gov). State poverty statistics are from the U.S. Census Bureau (www.census.gov).
3) State clean indoor air laws (SCIALs) The data on SCIALs are from Robert Wood Johnson's ImpacTeen database ((http://impacteen.econ.uic.edu/tobaccodata.htm). These data represent a comprehensive effort to track and consistently code each state's clean indoor air restrictions in 12 venues: private workplaces, government workplaces, restaurants, bars, health care facilities, public schools, private schools, shopping malls, public transit, child care centers, recreational facilities, and cultural facilities. Within each venue, ImpacTeen provides strength ratings that indicate the relative restrictiveness of each venue-specific policy on a scale of 0-3 or 0-5. The exact coding varies across venues, but for most venues a rating of 0 indicates no restriction; a rating of 1 indicates a restriction that allows a separate designated smoking area; a rating of 2 indicates a restriction that requires a separately ventilated area; and a rating of 3 indicates a complete ban on smoking. For venues which range from 0-5 (public and private schools, child care centers, recreational facilities, and cultural facilities), higher numbers represent more stringent restrictions, with 5 representing a complete ban on smoking.
Throughout, we cluster the standard errors at the state level using the 'robust, cluster' command in STATA 11.0. This accounts both for heteroskedasticity as well as state-specific arbitrary correlation in the errors of unknown form. Moulton (1990) points out that if the key independent variable is only varies at a more aggregate level than the dependent variable (that is, here bar SCIALs vary at the state/year level while the dependent variable is at the individual level), variances and standard errors might be severely underestimated by treating individual observations as independent. Bertrand, Duflo and Mullainathan (2004) compare the performance of several different strategies for appropriately adjusting standard errors in the presence of arbitrary correlation of unknown form. They conclude that clustering at the level at which the treatment varies (in our case, state) has favorable properties in terms of appropriate rejection rates and good power. Because TUS-CPS PSUs are contained within states, the fact that the correlations allowed within states and over time are not constrained should also allow for arbitrary correlation within PSUs, which is important in a complex sample like the TUS-CPS.
Additional results
Appendix Table 1 below reproduces the results for the Bar SCIAL variable reported in Table 2 of the paper and shows the estimated coefficients for the other variables included in the model. The table does not include the estimated coefficients for the state, year, and month fixed effects or for the family income fixed effects.
Appendix Table 2 below reports the results of the Bar SCIAL coefficient in each specification to various robustness checks. The pattern of our main results is robust to the various checks we performed. The top row (panel A) reproduces the results for the Bar SCIAL variable reported in Table 2 of the paper. Panel B shows the results if state-specific linear annual time trends are added to the model. Panel C shows the results if we add a variable measuring the proportion of adults in a state who smoke (computed from the TUS-CPS data) to our main specification. Panel D shows the results if we add dummy variables for not permitting smoking at all at home or for restricting it in some areas/some times at home (computed from the TUS-CPS data) to our main specification. Panel E shows the results of using replicate weights provided by the National Cancer Institute (http://riskfactor.cancer.gov/studies/tus-cps/info.html) instead of the robust, cluster option to estimate the standard errors.
Our preferred estimates are those in panel A of Appendix Table 2 . We are concerned that the variables measuring the proportion of adults who smoke and home smoking rules may be jointly determined with own smoking behaviors. The robust, clustered standard errors are the correct way to control for state-specific heteroskedasticity as well as state-specific arbitrary correlation in the errors of unknown form when focusing on a state-level variable like the Bar SCIAL variable that is our variable of interest (Bertrand, Duflo and Mullainathan, 2004 ).
Appendix Table 3 shows the results for several additional smoking behaviors among our sample of bartenders. Column 1 shows that whether a smoker tried to quit in the last 12 months is not significantly related to the Bar SCIAL variable. Columns 2 and 3 show that whether a smoker plans to quit smoking in the next 6 months or next 30 days, respectively, are not significantly related to the Bar SCIAL variable. Column 4 shows that the likelihood that a current nonsmoker is a former smoker is positively related to the Bar SCIAL variable. Column 5 shows that the likelihood that someone who has smoked at some point (either currently or in the past) is a former smoker is not significantly related to the Bar SCIAL variable. Notes: † Significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%. Shown are adjusted odds ratios from logistic regressions except for column 3, which is ordinary least squares regression. Each entry is a separate model. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses. Observations are weighted with the TUS-CPS selfresponse supplement weight. Additional controls not reported include: survey month, year, and state fixed effects, the real excise tax on a pack of cigarettes, SCIALs at 11 other venues, and the individual and state demographic characteristics described in the text.
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